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Before JOHN C. KERINS, STEVEN D.A. McCARTHY, and 
MICHAEL W. O'NEILL, Administrative Patent Judges. 

O'NEILL, Administrative Patent Judge. 

ERRATUM 

The June 28, 2010 decision to the above captioned appeal omitted 
identifying claim 8 as being reversed under the "OPINION" heading on page 
4, the "CONCLUSIONS" heading on page 7, and the "DECISION" heading 
on page 8. 

The original decision has been corrected to read - 
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On page 4: "The Examiner has failed to meet the initial burden of 
setting forth a basis for the obviousness rejection of claims 1-5, 7-9, 30, and 
31. These claims are directed to methods of thermally processing a substrate 
in a reactor. The Examiner's obviousness rejection fails to point out where 
Ballance, Anderson, Moslehi '499, and Moslehi '538 describe each 
limitation of claims 1-5, 7-9, 30, and 31. Ans., passim. Moreover, the 
Examiner's rejection fails to cogently explain how the disclosed structure 
within the combined teachings of Ballance, Anderson, Moslehi '499, and 
Moslehi '538 would perform the claimed steps within claims 1-5, 7-9, 30, 
and 31. Thus, the Examiner has failed to meet the initial burden requisite for 
a conclusion of obviousness for the claimed subject matter within claims 1- 
5,7-9, 30, and 31." 

On page 7: "The Examiner has failed to meet the burden requisite for 
a conclusion of obviousness for the claimed subject matter within claims 1- 
5, 7-9, 13-15, and 30-32." 

On page 8: "The Examiner's decision to reject claims 1-5, 7-9, 13-15, 
and 30-32 is reversed." 

All other portions of the June 28, 2010 decision remain unchanged. 
Any timelines prescribed by the original June 28, 2010 decision remain 
unchanged. If there are any questions pertaining to this erratum, please 
contact the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences at 571-272-9797. 
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